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For help with enquiries 

concerning AMG telephone 
071 925 5828/071 925 5827 



To: Chief Education Officers of all 

Local Education Authorities in England 

Chairmen of Governors of all self-governing 
(grant-maintained) schools and 
all schools approved for GM status 



28 October 1993 



Dear Colleague 

ANNUAL MAINTENANCE GRANT FOR SELF-GOVERNING (GRANT-MAINTAINED) 
SCHOOLS 1994-95 



1. I enclose a paper that invites comments on the recurrent 
grant (AMG) arrangements for GM schools in 1994-95. Consultation 
continues separately on the introduction from April 1994, of a 
Common Funding Formula (CFF) for GM schools. As the CFF will be 
introduced gradually, and only after consultation with the LEA 
and GM schools in each LEA area, it is expected that the CFF and 
LMS-related approaches to calculating AMG will operate in 
parallel for some years to come. 

2. In the interests of stability and certainty, the paper 
envisages few significant changes in the methodology for funding 
self-governing schools for 1994-95. However, it invites comments 
on a number of detailed issues, including: 



a. proposals to streamline and accelerate the calculation 

of direct AMG , by improving the quality of the budget 

data which form the basis for calculations (paragraphs 
13-20) ; 

b. the cash protection of central AMG (paragraphs 28-29) ; 

c. how AMG should take account of LEA contributions to 

expenditure supported by section 11 grant (paragraphs 
30-33) ? 

d. whether regulations should allow for central AMG to be 
increased where LEA outturn statements show that the 
budget data on which central AMG is based 
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underestimated the level of relevant central spending 
(paragraph 38) ; and 

whether AMG for new self-governing schools should take 
account of deficits accumulated under LMS, and if so 
how (paragraphs 45-47) . 



3 . The paper also includes in Appendix 3 provisional central 
AMG percentage figures for self-governing primary and secondary 
schools in each LEA for 1994-95. These have been based on the 
current level of central spending in each LEA, and may require 
adjustment in the light of proposed changes to the methodology 
for calculating central AMG (see paragraph 36) . 

4. The consultation paper invites comments, addressed to Mrs 
Beth Nelson at the DFE’s Sanctuary Buildings address, ie the 
address at the head of this letter, by Friday 26 November . 
Ministers intend to announce final decisions on the funding 
arrangements for 1994-95, including central AMG percentages as 
soon as possible thereafter. This will help self-governing 
schools and LEAs as they make budget plans for 1994-95, and 
enable schools considering self-governing status to assess in 
proportional terms the additional funding they would receive in 
order to carry out their extra responsibilities if they were to 
become GM. 

5. If you have any queries about AMG matters, and you do not 
already have a regular contact in the GM Services Division based 
in Darlington and York, please contact Beth Nelson (tel: 071- 
925 5828) or Mr Roger Wardle (071-925 5827) at this address. 

6. Copies of this letter and enclosures are being sent to the 
local authority associations, the Standing Advisory Committee of 
GM Schools and to the headteachers of all self-governing schools. 

Yours sincerely 




D M FORRESTER 

Head of Schools Branch 4 
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Issued: 28 October 1993 



PROPOSED ARRANGEMENTS FOR 
THE CALCULATION OF ANNUAL MAINTENANCE GRANT 
FOR SELF-GOVERNING (GRANT-MAINTAINED) 
SCHOOLS FOR 1994-95 



INTRODUCTION 

1. This paper considers the basis on which Annual Maintenance 
Grant (AMG) should be calculated for the majority of self- 
governing (grant-maintained) schools in 1994-95. It is proposed 
that as in previous years this should be determined principally 
by reference to each LEA's LMS scheme. But as more schools 
become self-governing these are no longer applicable in all 
cases. The Government therefore proposes to introduce 
progressively a Common Funding Formula (CFF) and is consulting 
separately about those arrangements. 

2. This paper does not cover special purpose grant, capital 
grant or transitional grant. A number of the key technical terms 
used in the paper are defined in the glossary at Appendix 1 . 

3. Any departure from the present arrangements will be written 
into the Education (Grant-maintained Schools) (Finance) 

Regulations 1994, which from 1 April 1994 will govern the 
calculation and payment of grant to self-governing schools by the 
Funding Agency for Schools (FAS) , including grants calculated 
under the CFF. 

COMMON FUNDING FORMULA 

4. Ministers have issued two consultation papers about the 
CFF. Copies of these papers, which issued on 18 December 1992 
and 10 June 1993, are available from Mr Andy Dalton at the 
Department for Education, Room 5.C7, Sanctuary Buildings, LONDON 
SW1P 3BT . The papers explain the Government's intention to 
introduce the CFF gradually, and only after consultation with the 
LEA and self-governing schools in each LEA area. It is expected 
therefore that the CFF and LMS-related approaches to calculating 
AMG will operate in tandem for some years to come. 

5. The Department has now written to self-governing schools 
and Chief Education Officers in five local education authority 
areas about their intention to consult on including those areas 
in the first CFF pilot in 1994-95. In the pilot areas self- 
governing schools will receive grants calculated using the CFF 
rather than the LMS -based method proposed in this paper. 
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OBJECTIVES 



6. In order to minimize turbulence in the funding of schools 
pending the transition to the CFF, Ministers anticipate 
retaining the broad shape of current arrangements for basing AMG 
on IMS data. In general they will seek to amend regulations only 
where necessary to effect: 

a. the earlier notification of grants to schools; 

b. adjustments to central percentages to reflect changes 
in the level and scope of delegation by LEAs; and 

c * arrangements for new types of self-governing schools 

created by the Education Act 1993 - GM special schools, 
groups and joint schemes (clusters) , and new GM schools 
established by promoters. 

METHOD OF CALCULATING AMG 

7. It continues to be the aim that the amount of AMG received 
by a self-governing school should normally be determined by 
reference to the approved LMS scheme for the relevant authority. 

As in previous years AMG will have the following three elements 
for: 7 

i. direct expenditure on the GM school - this element is 
termed "direct AMG" ; 

central LEA spending on schools of a type the GM 
school will itself have to meet — this element is 
termed "central AMG"; 

iii meals spending, reflecting subsidy levels in the 

relevant LEA for net expenditure on school meals - this 
element is termed "meals AMG" . 



DIRECT AMG 



Earlier notification of grants 



8. Changes introduced for 1993-94, notably bringing forward the 
deadline fbr submission of budget data by LEAs, have resulted in 
self-governing schools receiving earlier notification of final 
figures on average than in 1992-93. Nevertheless, it remains the 
case that under the present system definitive figures for the 
direct spending element of grant can only be calculated after the 
DFE has received LEA budgets, except where LEAs fail to submit 
complete data by 31 March. Late notification presents budgeting 
problems for both GM schools and LEAs. In considering possible 
changes to AMG arrangements for 1994-95 Ministers will take 
particular account of the importance of finalising AMG figures as 
early as possible. ^ 



?• P resen t the DFE calculates provisional AMG figures before 

the start of each financial year which are used as a basis for 
making initial payments to schools from 1 April. These initial 
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figures are calculated on the basis of the LMS scheme and budget 
as it has applied in the year preceding the new financial year. 

For example, initial 1993-94 AMG figures were based on LMS 
schemes and budgets as they applied in 1992-93. 

10. Where LEAs submitted full (section 42) data about their 

LMS scheme and budget for 1993-94 by 31 March, this was reflected 
in revised proposed final AMG figures issued to self-governing 
schools and LEAs in the early months of the new financial year. 
Where these data were not submitted by 31 March, the provisional 
figures based on 1992-93 data became final figures which could 
then, if the late budget data justified this, only be revised 
upwards, not downwards. 

11. These arrangements have resulted in faster notifications of 
initial and final AMG figures in 1993-94 than in previous years 
when LEAs had until 30 April to submit data. Nevertheless, 
Ministers remain concerned that many schools have to budget on 
highly provisional figures well into the financial year. They 
therefore propose procedural changes with the objective of 
notifying all self-governing schools in April of figures which 
cannot then reduce. 

12. To this end. Ministers recognise that it would be difficult 
for LEAs to produce definitive budget information significantly 
in advance of the deadline laid down in section 42 of the 
Education Reform Act 1988 for the preparation of LMS budget 
statements. As in previous years, LEAs are free to notify the 
Department of final figures at any time up to and including 31 
March. Ministers see the main scope for improving the timetable 
in improving the quality of the data provided and reducing the 
initial consideration of budget data by the Funding Agency, so as 
to provide early base figures which can then be revised upwards 
if further examination of the data warrants this. 

Improving the quality of budget data 

13. The statutory requirement on local authorities to produce 
Section 42 budget statements is designed to make open and 
explicit the decisions on which school budgets are based. The 
law requires authorities to produce for all the schools they 
maintain a complete breakdown of their budget, with a full 
explanation of how individual allocations within the budget have 
been calculated. It is such information which the Department 
uses, and which Ministers envisage the FAS using, to assess the 
AMG entitlement of self-governing schools. 

14. In practice the quality of budget data provided by LEAs 
varies widely. AMG figures can be significantly delayed while 
the Department establishes the precise methodology for 
calculating allocations so that this can be applied to the 
circumstances of self-governing schools. In pursuit of the 
objective of earlier notification, Ministers propose to require 
LEAs to provide improved data if these are to form the basis of 
earlier final figures. 
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15. At present LEAs are not required to estimate what GM schools 
would have received as budget shares if they were still 
maintained by the LEA. Section 42 budget statements exclude 
details of self-governing schools. Inevitably, however, LEAs 
have to calculate the likely cost to them of AMG for GM schools, 
since this has implications for the level of resources available 
for the schools they maintain and the other services they 
provide. 

16. Given that any prudent LEA would wish to calculate the cost 
of AMG for GM schools in their area, Ministers propose, in order 
to speed the notification of grant, to require LEAs to provide 
initial estimates of direct AMG to the same timetable as 
Section 42 statements. Unless the Funding Agency considers there 
to be clear grounds for regarding the figures as unreliable, 
these estimates would form the basis for figures which the FAS 
will notify to schools as final AMG figures which could only 
subsequently go down if the school or FAS had made an error. 

17. LEA calculations would need to satisfy the requirements 
which LEAs are required to meet in respect of LEA-maintained 
schools in parts 3 and 4 of their Section 42 budget statements. 
They would need to include full details of how each individual 
allocation within school budgets, either on each individual 
breakdown of school budgets or by reference to schedules covering 
all schools. Where full details are provided as above it should 
not prove too onerous to replicate the process to show the 
implications for direct AMG. 

18. Ministers propose that where LEAs fail to submit data of the 
necessary quality by 31 March, the Funding Agency will finalise 
grant for self-governing schools on the basis of estimates based 
on 1993-94 data. In such cases the FAS would adjust direct AMG 
or budget share figures for 1993-94 to take account of any 
overall increase in pupil numbers and an estimate of the year on 
year movement in SSA. But it would have discretion to take 
account of other factors. As with base figures calculated using 
1994-95 data, any figures finalised on this method would be 
revised upwards if detailed checks on the eventual LEA budget 
data justified this. 

19. On whichever basis the FAS initially finalised grant, self- 
governing schools should under these proposals receive early in 
the financial year budget figures which cannot go down unless the 
school or the FAS has made an error. The figures could, however, 
increase. The FAS would conduct the same thorough checks of data 
and schemes in 1994-95 as the Department has carried out in 
previous years. Where appropriate, final budgets would be re- 
determined upwards. As now, budget figures would also be re- 
determined where the FAS considers that LEA schools in similar 
circumstances would qualify for contingency allocations. 

20. Under these proposals there would remain in some cases a 
measure of uncertainty about the final level of grant until the 
FAS completed these checks. However, the wide variances which 
can occur between provisional and final figures would be reduced. 
Schools would be able to budget more confidently, receiving more 
reliable and earlier figures which could not go down. 
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Other aspects 



21. It is proposed to retain the provision that allows the 
Secretary of State to restore the position of a GM school to what 
it had been prior to the introduction of any LMS variation which 
unfairly disadvantages GM schools. 

22. Schools and authorities will wish also to note that it is 
proposed that the following items will be treated in 1994-95 as 
they are in 1993-94: 

i. Rates . Ex-county schools will continue to be 
treated as though they remain county schools for 
the purposes of calculating an amount in respect of 
rates under the allocation formula in the LEA's 
scheme. This is notwithstanding that GM schools 
receive charitable relief from the date of their 
incorporation. On incorporation GM schools lose their 
entitlement to VAT exemption. Gains through rate 
relief are taken into account when SPG (VAT) for GM 
schools is calculated. SPG (VAT) compensates self- 
governing schools for their additional expenditure on 
VAT. 

ii. Nursery provision . The intention is that, where a 
school had a full-time nursery class or classes prior 
to being incorporated as GM, funding will be provided 
through AMG by reference to the pre-incorporation level 
of spending on the provision, adjusted as appropriate 
for pupil number and pay and price changes. 

23. In producing estimates of direct AMG, local authorities 
would need to take account of the provisions set out in 
paragraph 22. If in any doubt they would need to consult the 
relevant AMG calculation team. 

Historical calculation 

24. It is also proposed, as in previous years, that the 
Secretary of State should be able to suspend the link with LMS 
where he considers that a scheme provides an unsatisfactory 
basis for determining AMG. This might prove especially 
appropriate where local government reorganisation results in a 
change in the local authority area in which a self-governing 
school is situated. Where he wished to do this, he would be 
obliged to consult the LEA and school concerned about an 
alternative method, based on historical spending on a school with 
such adjustments as he deemed fair and necessary. 

CENTRAL AMG 

25. Central AMG is a percentage addition to the direct element 
of grant in lieu of services which LEAs formerly provided 

free of charge. For 1993-94, separate percentages apply for 
primary and secondary schools in each LEA. The GM finance 
regulations for 1993 include percentage figures based on relevant 
central spending by the LEA concerned in 1992-93. These figures 
apply unless percentages based on central spending in 1993-94 are 
higher, in which case the higher percentages apply. 
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26. Ministers propose to retain for 1994-95 the system whereby 
percentages based on the previous year's data are announced in 
advance and published in regulations. They consider that this 
has provided a useful element of stability in the period leading 
up to the finalisation of grant, and has also helped schools 
considering the GM option to assess, in advance, the financial 
implications of GM status. 

27. As in previous years, however, Ministers recognise that 
some adjustments to the current methodology may be necessary to 
reflect developments in LMS . They will be reviewing a number of 
issues in the light of responses to this paper, as discussed 
below. 

Cash protection 

28. Regulations have included since 1990 a provision under which 
the cash value of central AMG cannot fall from one year to the 
next. Ministers consider that this has provided self-governing 
schools with an important measure of certainty as the rules 
governing central AMG have evolved year by year. They have 
noted, however, criticisms of this arrangement, including from 
some self-governing schools who have argued that it discriminates 
between schools according to when they became GM. LEAs have 
argued that cash protection results in GM schools receiving 
double credit for any increased delegation from one year to the 
next. The cash difference between the sums GM schools receive in 
central AMG and the figures implied by the percentages applying 
to new schools has increased significantly for many LEAs with the 
move from national standard percentages to figures based on 
individual LEAs' central spending. 

29. In considering whether to amend the cash protection 
arrangements Ministers will consider carefully the views of self- 
governing schools and LEAs. In coming to decisions they will 
have particular regard to the need to avoid unmanageably large 
reductions in grant for individual schools. 

Section 11 

30. The calculation of central AMG percentages is based on LEA 
spending on a range of services which LEAs provide to schools 
free of charge, but no longer have to provide for schools which 
become self-governing. Central AMG provides schools with a 
standard allowance with which to buy in the services they need. 

31. Some LEAs and schools have argued that it is inappropriate 
for LEA contributions to expenditure supported by section 11 
grant from the Home Office to be in the "GM-relevant total" of 
central spending which forms the basis for calculating central 
AMG. They argue that to do so is inconsistent with the need to 
target such spending on particular schools, and provides a 
disincentive for schools with several section 11 staff to become 
self-governing. 

32. To date the Home Office have paid section 11 grant at a rate 
of 75 per cent of total spending. Ministers have considered that 
it has been appropriate for self-governing schools to find the 
remaining 25 per cent contribution from their general budgets, as 
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LEAs have had to for the schools they maintain. Ministers 
accept, however, that prospective reductions in the level of Home 
Office support may make it increasingly difficult for self- 
governing schools with several section 11 staff to maintain their 
projects, since their central AMG would continue to be calculated 
on the same basis as for other schools with few or no section 11 
staff. 

33. Ministers intend, therefore, to review the treatment of LEA 
contributions to section 11 spending in the light of responses to 
consultation. They would welcome views on whether it would be 
appropriate and practical to base initial AMG figures on an 
estimate of that element of the cost of the section 11 provision 
at the GM school which, were it an LEA maintained school, would 
have been met by the LEA, and to adjust these figures once the 
actual cost of projects was known. 

Education otherwise 

34. LEA spending on education otherwise, including home tuition, 
also forms part of the "GM-relevant total" on which central AMG 
is based. This has created confusion about where responsibility 
lies for meeting the cost of home tuition, which LEAs should 
provide for GM pupils on a no less favourable basis than pupils 
in LEA schools. From 1994-95, however, spending on education 
otherwise is to be removed from the General Schools Budget and 
will not therefore be included in the calculation of central AMG. 

35. For the sake of consistency, Ministers are minded to adjust 
also the central percentages removing education otherwise from 
central AMG calculations based on 1993—94 data, if percentages 
based on these are to apply in 1994-95. 

36. The changes foreshadowed here might require downward 
adjustment of the provisional central AMG percentages at Appendix 
3. The size of any adjustment would depend on the level of 
provision which individual LEAs make for education otherwise, and 
the number of Section 11 staff employed in the schools they 
maintain. The full proposed methodology for determining central 
AMG percentages is set out in Appendix 2. 

Part-year starters 

37. At present, for schools which take up GM status part-way 
through the financial year, direct AMG is based on the school's 
unspent portion of its LMS entitlement for the year. This 
arrangement will apply again in 1994-95. Ministers propose a 
minor change to the method of calculating central AMG. Rather 
than apply the relevant percentage to the direct AMG figure, the 
FAS would apply it to a proportion of the agreed school budget 
share for the full financial year, using the apportionment 
methodology in current regulations. Such a method would base 
central AMG on the need for schools to buy in services for the 
remainder of the year, rather than how much they had spent in the 
financial year up to then. 
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Outturn adjustments 



38. All three main elements of AMG are based on LEA budget 
plans. However, local education authorities may amend their 
budget plans in the course of a financial year. The GM finance 
regulations provide for adjustments when LEAs increase total 
spending in-year (see paragraphs 52-53 below). However, budget 
revisions may also alter the balance between delegated and 
central spending which underpins AMG calculations. Because 
central AMG is now based on the spending plans of each LEA rather 
than average spending as before, such revisions could have a 
significant impact on the appropriateness of central AMG 
percentages for individual schools. With this in mind Ministers 
propose to adjust AMG in cases where section 42 outturn 
statements show that budget statements have underestimated the 
total of relevant central spending such as to affect the central 
percentages by one percentage point or more. 

MEALS AMG 

39. There are two components of the present calculation of the 
AMG element for school meals. They are: 

i. free meals: for each of their free meals pupils, as 
shown on Form 7 returns, schools receive the subsidy 
per free meal in the relevant LEA sector (primary or 
secondary) of the LEA; and 

ii. paid meals: for each of their paid meals pupils, as 
shown on Form 7, schools receive the subsidy per paid 
meal in the relevant LEA sector (primary or secondary) . 

40. Self-governing schools in some areas have expressed concern 
that in 1993-94 significant increases in the number of pupils 
entitled to free school meals has had the effect of depressing 
the unit subsidies for meals take-up, with consequential 
reductions in meals AMG. It is important that schools should not 
assume that existing levels of subsidies for free and paid meals 
will continue from year to year. Meals AMG can only reflect the 
level of spending which LEAs decide to deploy on meals. 

41. Ministers envisage no fundamental changes to the current 
method of calculating meals AMG. The Department would consult 
authorities in the New Year about planned spending on meals for 
19 9 4—95 . This information and data about meals take-up in GM 
schools would provide the basis for the meals element of the 
final figures which the FAS would notify to GM schools early in 
the financial year. These figures could be revised later if LEA 
spending on meals turned out to be higher. 

42. We would emphasise that, as Form 7 makes clear, where take- 
up at a school on census day is atypical, the school should 
enter on the form take-up figures for the next typical day. 
Schools should note that they may be asked to provide evidence in 
support of their meals data. 
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43. In those cases where the extent of take-up in an authority 
is unclear the Secretary of State will retain the option to 
determine a take-up figure with reference to the LEA's standard 

charge for a meal, or where there is no standard charqe, the cost 
for a free meal pupil. 

44. Where, under LMS, LEAs delegate some or all of their planned 
meals expenditure through ASB, self-governing schools will 
receive the equivalent amount within direct AMG. Such delegated 
spending will be disregarded for the purposes of calculatin a 
meals AMG. 

LMS SAVINGS AND DEFICITS 

45. When schools become GM they retain any savings they may have 
accumulated under LMS. However, at present the AMG regulations 
make no mention of any deficits which schools may have 
accumulated. Ministers wish to consult on whether it would be 
appropriate to amend the regulations for 1994-95 so as to allow 
deductions where it is clear that schools would have been 
expected to repay deficits under LMS. 

46. Ministers propose that a new regulation would enable the 
FAS, in determining the appropriate deduction, to take account on 
a case by case basis of any arrangements between LEAs and schools 
foi. repaying deficits over a period. The intention would be to 
remove any incentive or disincentive for schools in financial 
difficulty to become self-governing. 

47. The new regulation could apply to schools at whatever point 
m the financial year they became GM, so removing what some 
schools and LEAs have argued is an anomaly in the current 
arrangements. Where schools become GM during the financial year 
most commonly in September or January , it has been the 
Department s practice to interpret strictly LMS provisions which 
make overspending in the previous year a first charge on the 
budget for the new financial year. Ministers propose that where 
it would seem impractical or contrary to any prior arrangement to 
make such a one-off deduction, adjustments to AMG would have the 
effect of phasing repayment over a period. 

GM SPECIAL SCHOOLS 

48. Under the provisions of the Education Act 1993, special 
schools will be free to become self-governing for GM status from 
1 April 1994. Arrangements for funding these schools will be 
part of a wider consultation exercise on GM special schools later 
this year. However, Ministers envisage that broadly the same 
arrangements will apply for calculating AMG for GM special 
schools as for other GM schools - ie, the direct spending element 
of grant would be based on the school ' s entitlement under the 
relevant scheme for local management of special schools and 

schools would receive additional amounts for central services and 
meals. 
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NEW SCHOOLS 



49. Under the provisions of the Education Act 1993 it will be 
possible for promoters to establish new grant-maintained schools. 
The 1994 finance regulations will need to provide for funding 
such schools, whether they commence with small numbers of 
pupils - for example, one year group - or with pupils in all age 
groups as a result, for example, of another school closing. Many 
LMS schemes include provisions which specify how new schools are 
to be funded. In these cases it may be possible to base AMG on a 
simple replication of LMS provisions. 

GROUPS AND JOINT SCHEMES 

50. Ministers envisage that the FAS will calculate AMG for 
schools in Groups and Joint Schemes ("Clusters*') of self- 
governing schools set up under the Education Act 1993 in the same 
way as for other GM schools. The governing body of a group of 
grant-maintained schools would however receive one AMG, 
equivalent to the total entitlement of individual schools in the 
group. Schools in joint schemes will receive individual AMG 
figures in the normal way. 

RECOUPMENT 

51. Under the Education Act 1993 the Secretary of State will 
recoup the cost of AMG from the LEA in which the self-governing 
school concerned is situated , rather than the f orme maintaining 
authority" as previously. In the vast majority of cases the 
authority will be the same. Where a different authority becomes 
responsible for meeting the cost of AMG - for example, as a 
result of local government reorganisation it may be inappropriate 
to continue basing grant on the school's LMS entitlement in the 
former authority. In general. Ministers would expect to move to 
basing AMG on the budget and LMS scheme of the LEA from whom AMG 
is to be recouped. Where this would entail a significant change 
in the level of funding, however, it may be appropriate to adopt 
an alternative method by way of transition. Such a method might 
be calculation on the basis of historic funding (see paragraph 24 
above) . 

LEA CONTINGENCY FUNDS 

52 . LEAs may have contingency funds either within the General 
Schools Budget (GSB) or outside it. An LEA is expected to have a 
fund within its GSB which might be drawn on for emergencies and 
unforeseen circumstances, and following a specific rise in pupil 
numbers. As in previous years it is intended to apply the same 
arrangements to a self-governing school as apply to a LEA 
school. This will depend upon a GM school informing the FAS that 
it has reached a trigger point applying under the relevant LMS 
scheme. 

53. LEAs will be required to inform the FAS when contingency 
funds outside the GSB are drawn upon for direct or indirect 
expenditure on LEA schools: this again could lead to a 
recalculation of AMG. 
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REGULATIONS 



54. The revised Regulations may contain other more technical 
and minor changes compared with present provisions. 

CONCLUSION 

55. If you have any comments on the proposals described in this 
paper please send them to Mrs Beth Nelson at the Department for 
Education, Room 5.C4, Sanctuary Buildings, LONDON SW1P 3BT 
(telephone number 071 925 5828) by Friday 26 November. 

56. Further copies of this paper can also be obtained by writing 
to or telephoning Mrs Nelson. 
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APPENDIX 1 



PROPOSED ANNUAL MAINTENANCE GRANT ARRANGEMENTS FOR 1993-94 
GLOSSARY 



Terms used in this paper include: 

LMS ~ Local Management of Schools . This is the 

term that describes an LEA's scheme of 
financial delegation. 

ASB — Aggregated Schools Budget . This is the term 

for the total amount delegated by an 
authority to its schools. 

GSB — General Schools Budget . This is the total 

amount of spending (direct and indirect) on 
LEA-ma inta ined schools. 

CFF - the Common Funding Formula . A proposed new 

method for funding GM schools, to be 
introduced progressively from 1994-95. The 
Government will be consulting on the 
introduction of the CFF and the proposed 
arrangements for the calculation of AMG under 
the CFF in a small number of pilot areas 
later in the year. 

FAS - the Funding Agency for Schools . From 1 April 

1994 this non-Departmental public body will 
be responsible for calculating and paying AMG 
and other grants to self-governing schools. 



Group 



Groups of GM schools will be managed by a 
single governing body and have a single 
budget based upon the grants the schools 
would have received as individual schools. 



Joint Scheme - Schools in Joint Schemes retain their own 

governing bodies, whilst delegating certain 
agreed functions to "joint committees". 

"Cluster" - Cluster is a generic term for Groups and 

Joint Schemes. 
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APPENDIX 2 



AM G 1994-95: PROPOSED METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING INDIVIDUALISED 
CENTRAL AMG FIGURES 

Introduction 

The provisional percentage figures in Appendix 3 have been 
calculated using the methodology which applies under current 
regulations. Ministers propose to amend the methodology slightly 
for 1994-95. If finalised these proposals will necessitate 
adjustments to the provisional percentages to take account of the 
changes, which are highlighted in bold type below. The rationale 
for the changes is set out in paragraphs 30 to 36 in the main 
paper. 

Method 



1- The GM-relevant total of the LEA's spending will be 
calculated from the authority's Section 42 Budget Statement for 
1993-94, disregarding any spending on special schools. 

2. The GM-re levant total will comprise all excepted items 
within the relevant authority's GSB, apart from : 

K school meals (see paragraphs 39 to 44 of the main paper) , 

* contingency funds (see paragraphs 52 to 53 of the main 
paper) , 

* expenditure of a capital nature, and related loan charges, 

* expenditure offset by specific Government grant income, 

LEA contribution towards spending on projects supported by 
Section 11 grant, 

* LEA income from inspections carried out for OFSTED, 

* expenditure on services the LEA must provide to GM pupils: 

i. home to school transport, 

ii. pupil support and scholarships, etc, 

iii . the Education Welfare and Psychological services, 

iv. support for pupils with statemented special needs, and 

v. education otherwise. 

3 * No other items may.be discounted from the calculation, 
irrespective of whether or not it is claimed that a particular GM 
school would not have benefited from them had it remained LEA- 
maintained. 

4. The GM-relevant total calculated as above will be 
apportioned according to the ratio of primary to secondary school 
pupils in the authority, normally being the pupil numbers for the 
LEA's Section 42 Budget Statements for 1993-94 . 
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5. The apportioned cash sub-total for each phase, primary and 
secondary, will then be compared with the cash amount of ASB 
delegated by the LEA to its schools in the relevant phase. 

6. Two percentage add-ons for the LEA will thereby be derived, 
one to apply to all GM primary schools and one to all GH 
secondary schools in the area of the LEA. For example if the 
pro-rated GM-relevant sum for the secondary sector is £14 
million, and the secondary ASB is £100 million, the secondary 
add-on will be 14 per cent. 

7. These add-ons will be published in the 1994 Regulations . 
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APPENDIX 3 



TABLE OF INDIVIDUALISED CENTRAL AMG PERCENTAGE FIGURES 1994-95 

Central AMG is calculated as a percentage addition to the direct 
spending element of AMG. The table below sets out provisional 
percentage figures self-governing schools in each LEA area for 
1994-95. These figures may be adjusted in the light of responses 
to consultation. Schools should note in particular the 
possibility of adjustments to take account of revised 
arrangements for the treatment of LEA spending on education 
otherwise and section 11 projects. 



LONDON AUTHORITIES 


PRIMARY 

1994-95 

% 


SECONDARY 

1994-95 

% 


BARKING 


11.4 


8.7 


BARNET 


15.0 


10.8 


BEXLEY 


12.5 


8.4 


BRENT 


8.2 


5.9 


BROMLEY 


13.9 


9.7 


CAMDEN 


13 . 6 


10.1 


CITY OF LONDON 


20.8 


N/A 


CROYDON 


13.3 


10.6 


EALING 


12.4 


7.6 


ENFIELD 


13.1 


9.2 


GREENWICH 


20.6 


15.8 


HACKNEY 


23.1 


15.8 


HAMMERSMITH/ FULHAM 


24 . 0 


17.9 


HARINGEY 


20.8 


15.1 


HARROW 


14.0 


10.1 


HAVERING 


13.3 


8.5 


HILLINGDON 


15.0 


11.1 


HOUNSLOW 


12.0 


10.5 


ISLINGTON 


7.7 


6.2 


KENSINGTON 


22.8 


15.8 


KINGSTON 


15.0 


10.3 
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LONDON AUTHORITIES 

LAMBETH 

LEWISHAM 

MERTON 

NEWHAM 

REDBRIDGE 

RICHMOND 

SOUTHWARK 

SUTTON 

TOWER HAMLETS 
WALTHAM FOREST 
WANDSWORTH 
WESTMINSTER 



PRIMARY 

1994-95 

% 

19.6 
18.1 

14.0 

13.5 

18.0 
15.4 
18.2 
14.0 

18.7 

17.6 

20.7 
13.2 



METROPOLITAN AUTHORITIES 



BARNSLEY 

BIRMINGHAM 

BOLTON 

BRADFORD 

BURY 

CALDERDALE 

COVENTRY 

DONCASTER 

DUDLEY 

GATESHEAD 

KIRKLEES 

KNOWS LEY 



15.3 

15.3 

15.0 

14.0 

13.1 

13.7 

17.3 
16.5 

10.7 
17.3 

16.7 
13.9 



SECONDARY 

1994-95 

% 

13.3 

13.2 

10.1 

8.8 

11.2 
12.1 
13.5 

9.7 

13.9 

11.9 

12.2 

10.4 



9.9 

10.7 

10.2 

11.2 

9.5 

9.6 
11.5 
10.9 

7.7 

12.3 

11.4 

9.7 
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METROPOLITAN AUTHORITIES 


PRIMARY 


SECONDARY 




1994-95 


1994-95 




% 


% 


LEEDS 


11.5 


8.7 


LIVERPOOL 


17.5 


10.6 


MANCHESTER 


12.5 


7.8 


NEWCASTLE 


15.7 


10.6 


NORTH TYNESIDE 


12.5 


9.0 


OLDHAM 


19.2 


12.6 


ROCHDALE 


13 . 1 


8.5 


ROTHERHAM 


16.4 


11.8 


SALFORD 


12.0 


8.0 


SANDWELL 


18.1 


12.3 


SEFTON 


14.1 


9.0 


SHEFFIELD 


13 . 6 


9.7 


SOLIHULL 


8 . 6 


6.2 


SOUTH TYNESIDE 


15.7 


11.6 


ST HELENS 


19.2 


13 . 0 


STOCKPORT 


13.2 


9.1 


SUNDERLAND 


14.4 


10.1 


TAMES IDE 


14.6 


10.3 


TRAFFORD 


15.9 


9.0 


WALSALL 


14.7 


10.5 


WAKEFIELD 


17.4 


10.0 


WIGAN 


17.9 


11.9 


WIRRAL 


11.9 


8.2 


WOLVERHAMPTON 


14.0 


9.0 
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SHIRE AUTHORITIES 


PRIMARY 

1994-95 

% 


AVON 


14.8 


BEDFORDSHIRE 


16.6 


BERKSHIRE 


11.7 


BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 


16.5 


CAMBRIDGESHIRE 


12.0 


CHESHIRE 


12.7 


CLEVELAND 


18.3 


CORNWALL 


11.2 


CUMBRIA 


11.0 


DERBYSHIRE 


14.8 


DEVON 


11.7 


DORSET 


14.5 


DURHAM 


14.7 


EAST SUSSEX 


16.5 


ESSEX 


11.8 


GLOUCS 


14.5 


HAMPSHIRE 


14.7 


HEREFORD/WORCESTER 


12.3 


HERTFORDSHIRE 


8.6 


HUMBERSIDE 


16.1 


ISLES OF SCILLY 


15.0 


ISLE OF WIGHT 


16.7 


KENT 


13.5 


LANCASHIRE 


14.2 


LEICESTER 


13.5 


LINCOLNSHIRE 


11.9 



SECONDARY 

1994-95 

% 

10.0 

12.6 

7.9 

11.6 

8.3 

8.7 

11.9 

7.8 

7.9 

9.4 
8 . 0 

10.2 

10.3 

10.9 

7.8 

11.4 

9. 8 
9 . 6 

5.9 

11.5 

7.5 
11.3 

9.0 

9.5 

9.6 
7.8 
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SHIRE AUTHORITIES 


PRIMARY 

1994-95 

% 


SECONDARY 

1994-95 

% 


NORFOLK 


13.9 


9.4 


NORTHAMPTONSHIRE 


11.4 


7.9 


NORTH YORKSHIRE 


15.8 


10.6 


NORTHUMBERLAND 


10.5 


8.1 


NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 


16.9 


12.5 


OXFORDSHIRE 


11.0 


8.3 


SHROPSHIRE 


12.7 


8.2 


SOMERSET 


15.6 


10.7 


STAFFORDSHIRE 


13.9 


10.1 


SUFFOLK 


12.3 


9.0 


SURREY 


16.5 


12.3 


WARWICKSHIRE 


14.8 


10.1 


WEST SUSSEX 


14.9 


10.5 


WILTSHIRE 


15.1 


9.9 
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